Abstract: In Apoll. Rh., Arg. IV, 477-479 Jason mutilates the corpse of Apsyrtus. To date, there has been a great deal of scholarly disagreement concerning the motive of this µασχαλισµός: either the mutilation was intended as a cathartic appeasement sacrifice, or its goal was to avert the vengeance of the victim's ghost. This article opens up a new perspective by examining the ritual within the broader context of the fourth book of the epic. The appeasement motive is generally considered to have originated with Apollonius. However, a contextual study shows that he meant to apply the vengeance motive. All the signs that indicate an appeasement sacrifice can be explained in other ways. Moreover, Apollonius more than once explicitly refers to the defilement of Medea and Jason. The conclusion is that Jason mutilated Apsyrtus in order to avert his vengeance, not to bring an offering of atonement.
In the fourth book of Apollonius' Argonautica, a striking passage has been the cause of great debate. After his description of how Jason snuck up behind the unsuspecting Apsyrtus and killed him, the Rhodian writes these gruesome verses: ἥρως δ' Αἰσονίδης ἐξάργµατα τάµνε θανόντος, τρὶς δ' ἀπέλειξε φόνου, τρὶς δ' ἐξ ἄγος ἔπτυσ' ὀδόντων, ἣ θέµις αὐθέντῃσι δολοκτασίας ἱλάεσθαι.
In verse 477, a specific form of mutilation is described, viz. the µασχα-λισµός, the precise meaning of which is difficult to grasp 2 . Apollonius' adaptation of the ritual occupies a central role in this debate 3 , but until now this passage has not been examined in the broader context of (the fourth book of) the Argonautica. This article conducts this inquiry, as such an examination is the best way to clarify the matter, especially the difficult questions concerning reason and motive.
. Apollonius and Aristophanes: opposite views
Apollonius compresses the actions of cutting off the extremities and licking and spitting out the blood (pollution) into less than three verses. The only explanation he offers is in verse 479: it seems to be an act of expiation. To the modern reader the action seems very cruel and barbarous, but this was certainly also an obscure rite for Apollonius. In the Hellenistic era there was already 1 English translations of the Argonautica are always quoted from that of R.L. HUNTER (1993) . Quotations of the Greek text are taken from the edition in three volumes by F. VIAN (1974 VIAN ( -1981 . For every other translation there is a reference to the source; where there is none, it concerns a personal translation. 2 Contributions concerning the µασχαλισµός are often old and/or concise. Among them, the most elaborate are: G.L. KITTREDGE, "Arm-pitting among the Greeks," AJPh 6 (1885), p. 151-169; A. GOTSMICH, "Der Maschalismos und seine Wiedergabe in der griechischen Kunst," in H. NOTTARP et al. In order to gain a view on the prevailing theories concerning the different aspects of the µασχαλισµός, one should consult these works (and their bibliography), e.g. that of Kittredge. This article presents itself as exploring the meaning of the ritual in the Argonautica, especially in discovering its motive and rationale. For further bibliography and a status quaestionis concerning the different theories on the latter point, cf. n. 31-35. 3 At this point one should consider Apollonius' extensive interest in magical rituals, as it is aired elsewhere in his epic, pace HUNTER, o.c. (n. 1), p. xxvi: "The diminution of the full Olympian 'apparatus' is compensated for by an interest in the human confrontation with the strange and the magical." Although Apsyrtus' mutilation is an essential part of the story tradition of the Argonauts, nowhere else this act is placed in the broader scope of a religious rite. It is the merit of Apollonius that he managed to expand this traditional element with a new perspective, viz. that of a magic ritual.
discussion concerning the precise meaning of the ritual. The treatment by Apollonius has played a crucial role in this discussion, but this verse and the surrounding passage are anything but easy to interpret. By his extreme concision the poet evokes a mysterious and grim atmosphere, which leaves the reader with a "clouded, imperfect knowledge of motive, purpose, and even fact" 4 .
The scholion on Apollonius' Argonautica 5 explains that "the killers in former days used to perform certain mutilations on the murdered corpse, viz. by cutting off its outermost parts; hereafter they hung these parts around the neck […]. After they subsequently took from his blood, they thrice spat it out. This they usually did with a view to atone for their deceitful murder". The scholiast confirms that it is an expiation ritual, but does this by deducting a great deal of his text directly from the source text, so this scholion should be read with caution.
A different view is proposed by Aristophanes Byzantinus. He says that "those who have murdered someone by treachery cut off his extreme parts, in order to avert his wrath, strung them together and hung them from their neck, pulling them through the armpits; these parts they called µασχαλίσµατα" 6 . Whereas Apollonius and his scholiast speak of an appeasement ritual, Aristophanes mentions a motive of averting the revenge of the murdered victim: ὑπὲρ τοῦ τὴν µῆνιν ἐκκλίνειν.
Two different motives are suggested to explain the µασχαλισµός ritual, both of which were later elaborated upon by ancient scholiasts and lexicographers 7 . 100 R. CEULEMANS One group says that catharsis or atonement is the goal of the mutilation while the other sees it as the corpse being disfigured so that the revenge of its ghost would be averted.
2. Classical 'praxis' vs. Byzantine 'scholarship': problems in interpretation
In classical literature the verb µασχαλίζειν appears twice, viz. in Aeschylus' Choephori 8 and in Sophocles' Electra 9 . A scholion to the Choephori 10 explains that the whole defiling act including the µασχαλίζειν was performed by Clytemnestra in order to make sure that Agamemnon would not take revenge upon her (τοῦ Ἀγαµέµνονος µὴ δυναµένου σοι […] συµµαχῆσαι πρὸς τὴν τιµωρίαν). The scholion on the Electra 11 consists of two glosses which seem to give different motives for the mutilation, but in fact amount to the same 12 . The α-gloss says that the murderer, by disfiguring the corpse, takes away the power of the dead, and thus avoids the latter's revenge. The β-gloss speaks of catharsis, but then clarifies that the goal is to make the corpse weak, so that it cannot take revenge (ἵνα ἀσθενὴς γένοιτο πρὸς τὸ ἀντιτίσασθαι τὸν φονέα). According to the scholiasts, in both classical passages the µασχαλισµός must be interpreted as a ritual to avoid vengeance.
All three instances of µασχαλισµός in Greek literature (Aeschylus, Sophocles and Apollonius) are extremely brief. Μασχαλισµός, for example, is an expression that is used only by the lexicographers 13 . Only the related verb µασχαλίζειν occurs in the classical authors. Apollonius does not even use either of these words.
The concision of both classical references to the µασχαλισµός illustrates that the Athenian public at that time still knew perfectly well what kind of mutilation was intended. Thus, in the 5 th century BCE the expression µασχαλίζειν and its significance must have been clear 14 . To the postclassical and Byzantine scholars however, the authors of the lexica and the scholia, the µασχαλισµός was no longer a clear subject 15 . Concerning this deep abyss which separates study from practice, Margarete Teufel even feels obliged to note: "falls sie [der µασχαλισµός] wirklich geübt wurde und nicht eine Erfindung der Grammatiker ist, herausgesponnen aus dem Worte µασχαλίζειν" 16 . Exaggerated as this remark may be, it has some truth to it. To the authors of all these glosses and scholia the µασχαλισµός is a ritual that is far away from them, a fossil from the ancient past 17 . It is exactly because of this reason that an Alexandrine scholar such as Apollonius, a couple of centuries after the classical era, sneaked the ritual into his erudite epic. Many centuries later still, the lexicographers tried to explain it. In the course of this process, older views were passed on, and one scholarly study of the ritual generated another like it. It is no surprise that interpretation errors emerged from this chain of explanations. In this particular case, Apollonius played a decisive role.
The starting point of the scholarly interest is Aristophanes Byzantinus. Academic opinion is divided on the source of his explanation. William Slater, for example, notices that at least a part of Aristophanes' theory could have been an αὐτοσχεδίασµα, an improvisation 18 . Erwin Rohde 19 , however, has great faith in what Aristophanes said on the matter, and resolutely rejects this possibility. According to Rohde, one has to stay close to Aristophanes' outlook, which he has not developed on the basis of his own speculation but through another channel, viz. with "actual knowledge". If the latter is correct, Aristophanes' explanation can be considered as the basis for the post-Apollonian research 20 , and he says that the µασχαλισµός is carried out in order to avert vengeance. However, this is hardly reconcilable with the fact that Apollonius 21 seems to state that it was a ritual to atone.
Present-day scholars deal with the same problems as did the lexicographers a few centuries ago, as they still do not exactly know what the µασχαλισµός was. A multitude of questions are still awaiting definitive answers, one of the most important ones being that of the precise motive. Why, with what goal, did Jason perform the µασχαλισµός? This article tries to answer this last question and begins by identifying three plausible motives.
Goal of the µασχαλισµός: three possible motives
The first possible explanation is that by hanging the extremities around the corpse, the killer tries to evoke the impression that the victim himself has done harm to his own person. He then mutilates the deceased in order to deprive him of the possibility of revenge. At the basis of this ritual lies the Greeks' fundamental belief that a dead person arrives in the underworld in exactly the same condition as on the moment of his death 22 . The primitive idea that the person comes back in his full corporality also seems to play a part. According to this view, when one mutilates the body the deceased will be unable to retaliate. In that way, the mutilation is a security measure against the 'living corpse' that returns to haunt and punish the murderer 23 . The mutilation of the body is assumed to effect a corresponding mutilation of the ψυχή so that the ghost, deprived of his extremities, would be powerless to take vengeance on the murderer. (For the sake of convenience, from now on this motive will be referred to as the 'vengeance motive'.)
The second explanation is, according to some, under discussion in the passage from the Argonautica. The description of the µασχαλίσµατα as ἐξάργµατα is of crucial importance. This word, a hapax created by Apollonius, seems to denote the same as the terms ἄργµατα or ἀπάργµατα, meaning the ἀπαρχαί, the firstlings of the sacrificial animal that is offered to the gods. More specifically, this seems to mean that the µασχαλίσµατα are the firstlings of the murdered victim. This term, in combination with the presence of the verb ἱλάεσθαι, has led various scholars 24 to (wrongly -cf. infra) conclude that the whole act is meant to sacrifice the murdered person as some sort of averting sacrifice or ἀποτροπίασµα. Without any doubt, these scholars are inspired by the explanations presented by the scholion on the Argonautica and other ancient sources (cf. supra n. 7). As they stated, the µασχαλισµός would then be a sacrifice intended to avert evil, or a cathartic sacrifice, which practically amounts to the same idea. The prevailing idea is that while one appeases the gods, one passes the defilement onto the victim himself. (This motive is referred to from now on as the 'appeasement motive'.)
A third possible reason for the µασχαλισµός is easier to find: the more ordinary desire to humiliate the victim post mortem and make him look like a fool 25 . This motive is not explicitly mentioned in any of the lexicons or scholia, 22 Cf. e.g. Hom., Odyssey XI, 40-41 and Aesch., Eumenides, 103. but it is reasonable to assume that it was often present in the background. One can assume that in the references of Sophocles and Aeschylus to the death of Agamemnon the motive of humiliation plays along 26 : the mutilation of the Mycenaean king was exactly the opposite of actual funerary rites. It is very probable that this motive also was latently present in the writing of Apollonius. By mutilating Apsyrtus, Jason deprives him of his καλὸς θάνατος 27 because "in losing its formal unity, the human body is reduced to the condition of a thing along with its disfigurement" 28 . Emily Kearns compares the µασχαλισµός to the cruel, humiliating treatment of the goatherd Melanthius in the Odyssey (XXII, 474-477) 29 .
It appears that the third motive could be combined with one of the first two, which seem incompatible with each other. Either Jason is motivated by vengeance or by appeasement, but not both. The final objectives of both motives are rather similar, as in both cases it is the intention of the murderer to escape the consequences of the crime. But according to one motive he wants to escape the revenge of his victim, and according to the other the defilement, the blood guilt (τὸ ἄγος) which clings to him after the murder. The origin of the vengeance theory is Aristophanes, while Apollonius initiated the appeasement theory.
There is no consensus in modern scholarly research on the question which of these two motives 30 is actually intended in this passage (IV, 477-479). A large number of scholars who reflect on the Argonautica or on aspects of Greek religion related to those of the µασχαλισµός do not mention the strange mutilation at all. Other authors in the same area briefly mention the µασχαλίζειν, but do not comment or reflect on the motive that is actually involved 31 answer the question and support either the appeasement 34 or the vengeance motive 35 . Thus, while both of the motives have lived on in scholarly explanations, a univocal decisive answer has yet to be provided.
Μασχαλισµός in light of the Argonautica
Until now, this passage (IV, 477-479) has never been examined in the broader context of (the fourth book of) the Argonautica. However, a contextual analysis can shed light on the question of motive. As stated above, Apollonius has been regarded as the catalyst for the appeasement motive, as his description of the µασχαλισµός brought scholars to think of it as an atonement ritual. However, when one considers the context, there are hardly any arguments for such a motive. The few elements that may be indicative turn out to be very doubtful indeed. This makes it uncertain whether Apollonius really intended to present the µασχαλισµός as an appeasement ritual. In fact, there are but two elements that seem to favour the appeasement motive. First there is verse 479 in which, by way of ἱλάεσθαι 36 , there is an explicit reference to an atonement. Second there is the word ἐξάργµατα, which can be seen as indicating a sacrificial context. However, when one studies the passage in its broader context, it soon appears that there are other reasons for these two elements.
. Two elements of appeasement? . . ἱλάεσθαι
The reader notices at once that the µασχαλισµός is mentioned in one breath with another ritual: τρὶς δ' ἀπέλειξε φόνου, τρὶς δ' ἐξ ἄγος ἔπτυσ' ὀδόντων (IV, 478). Jason thrice licks up the blood of Apsyrtus, and thrice he spits it out. Spitting counted as a cathartic, apotropaic gesture: when the murderer spits out und hellenistischen Antike, der Bibel und der alten Alexandrinischen Theologen. the blood, he averts the ἄγος, the blood guilt 37 . The underlying idea is that the murderer transfers the stain to the murdered person: "Spitting is an obvious and almost instinctive rite of purification" 38 . It cannot be denied that verse 479 (with the ἱλάεσθαι) directly follows the spitting ritual and not the suggested µασχαλισµός. It is then highly possible that Apollonius is only talking about the former ritual when he says: ἣ θέµις αὐθέντῃσι δολοκτασίας ἱλάεσθαι 39 . An analogous situation occurs in the scholion on this passage, which merely reformulates the passage of Apollonius. The last line of that scholion runs: τοῦτο δὲ ἐποίουν πρὸς τὸ ἐξιλάσασθαι τὴν δολοφονίαν. It is more probable that this τοῦτο only refers to the line immediately preceding it, the spitting ritual, rather than to what is said in the beginning of the scholion. If the scholiast had meant that the mutilation too (which he discussed in the beginning of the scholion) was an appeasement ritual, then a ταῦτα rather than a τοῦτο would have been more appropriate.
Apollonius' own comment is thus deactivated as an argument for appeasement 40 . This is a negative argument: it does not prove that the mentioned µασχαλίζειν per se is not an appeasement ritual, but it does allow for serious doubt to be put to Apollonius' presumed reference to that motive.
.2. ἐξάργµατα
According to a number of scholars (cf. supra n. 7, 32 and 34) the word ἐξάργµατα seems to point to an atonement, a cathartic offering. This term, a creation of Apollonius', is coined out of other literary concerns and does not evoke the appeasement context as some readers argue. Of course, one may consider why several readers have thought of this context, due to the connection with the following verse 478. As mentioned before, the spitting actually evokes an appeasement ritual. This may offer an explanation as to why the word ἐξάργµατα was interpreted in that manner. By mentioning πτύειν, an atmosphere of appeasement was created, an atmosphere in which the magical 37 Cf. HUNTER, o.c. (n. 1), p. 157, BREMMER, l.c. (n. 35), p. 84 and TEUFEL, o.c. (n. 2), p. 112; the latter author contends that the spitting also thwarts the revenge of the dead person. To the present argument this is hardly relevant.
38 KITTREDGE, l.c. (n. 2), p. 157. 39 BYRE, l.c. (n. 4), p. 14 n. 35, considers this verse to be an ironic or cynical comment of Apollonius. This interpretation would fit the current argumentation, but since Byre neglects to motivate or substantiate his view, it will be left aside. 40 In opposition to this thesis one could observe that the ἱλάεσθαι actually does denote an atonement offering. However, this verb refers to the practice of spitting (ἐξ ἄγος ἔπτυσ' ὀδόντων) and not to the wider scope of the µασχαλισµός (cf. the use of τοῦτο instead of ταῦτα). Additionally, the πτύειν in 478b is balanced by the ἀπολείχειν in 478a. Jason licks up the blood and spits it out, thus line 478 forms a complete whole, with the two opposite acts balancing each other. The act of deceiving, murdering and mutilating doesn't find its counterpart in the brief description of the spitting. This is a more extensive part, and in order to be in balance, it must have an extensive counterpart, which is in the scene in which Jason and Medea are cleansed by Circe (cf. infra).
ritual of the µασχαλισµός could also be set. This might be the reasoning of those who reason an appeasement motive from the term ἐξάργµατα.
As outlined before, the word ἐξάργµατα does not denote an appeasement, but merely a sacrificial context. The term is a synonym of ἀπάργµατα and thus of ἀπαρχαί, and means 'firstlings' or 'sacrifice'. This perspective has nothing to do with the πτύειν or atonement. One may wonder why Apollonius wrote this specific word ἐξάργµατα and intended a sacrificial aspect in this passage. When the reader looks back only a few lines, he runs into several words which all denote a sacral context. The term is evoked by the sacral atmosphere pervading the wider context of the passage, and the specific implication of 'sacrifice' seems to be less significant than the general religious connotations of the word.
Murder and sacrifice
One must keep in mind what precedes this passage: Medea and Jason have murdered Medea's stepbrother Apsyrtus. In IV, 464-467 Jason jumps out from his ambush with the bare sword in his hand. From there the passage continues: "As the slaughterer at a sacrifice kills a great, horned bull, so did Jason strike down his prey […] . In the vestibule of the temple he [Apsyrtus] sank to his knees, and […] his life ebbed away" (IV, 468-472a). The translation 'slaughterer' is unfortunate and vague; in Greek it reads βουτύπος (IV, 468) -anything but a common word. This term, when compared to the more frequent βουφόνος or βοοθύτης, is used specifically to denote the priest who at the Bouphonia was responsible for the killing of the ox in front of the altar of Zeus Polieus 41 . These Bouphonia were the most important event during the feast of the Dipolia 42 . At this occasion the βουτύπος would stealthily walk up behind the ox which was about to be sacrificed and kill it with one mighty blow 43 . The parallel to Jason and Apsyrtus speaks for itself, for the poet himself explicitly states that "the son of Aison leapt from his cunning ambush, the naked swordblade raised in his hand" (IV, 464-465a).
By choosing the terminus technicus βουτύπος, Apollonius compares Jason to an official sacrificial priest. In this way he places the murder in a sacrificial context. It is no coincidence that the scene takes place in sacred territory, viz. the pronaos of Artemis' temple (IV, 469-470), as it resembles the Bouphonia, 41 J.R. PORTER, "Tiptoeing through the Corpses: Euripides' Electra, Apollonius, and the Bouphonia," GRBS 31 (1990) In that way, the murder of Apsyrtus is already steeped in the atmosphere of a sacrificial rite prior to the µασχαλισµός passage. This knowledge can offer an explanation for the choice of the word ἐξάργµατα: it is all but likely that the evoked sacrificial atmosphere still lasted nine verses later and tempted Apollonius to choose a term which fits in this context. Specifically, this means that the significance of 'sacrifice' and 'firstlings' can be explained as echoes of the preceding context. In verse 477 then, the term ἐξάργµατα is coined out of literary concerns, and is not used in the literal sense of referring to a sacrifice.
It thus may be proved that in the narrower scope of the passage 477-479, the µασχαλισµός is not necessarily presented as an appeasement ritual, since the two factors which support this, the words ἱλάεσθαι and ἐξάργµατα, can be justified otherwise. The appeasement perspective, which some scholars read into the term ἐξάργµατα, actually relies on nothing but the πτύειν ritual, and is even unexpected in the scope of Greek sacrificial ritual 47 . Within the broader framework of the fourth book, there are still more elements that plead against the appeasement motive and in favour of the vengeance motive.
In favour of the vengeance motive
One obvious argument pleads for the application of the vengeance motive. One must keep in mind why Medea and Jason killed Apsyrtus in the first place, viz. so that the Argonauts could escape from their pursuers. The latter had cornered the Argo sailors, and "the Minyans would have succumbed in grievous war, a small force overcome by a larger one" (IV, 338-339a). That is why Jason gets the idea to murder their leader Apsyrtus, because, as he reasons, "the local peoples will not be so hostile to us in their desire to please the Colchians, when the leader […] is not there" (IV, 405b-406; cf. also IV, 499b-502).
R. CEULEMANS
It is entirely in the interest of the Argonauts that the situation remains as it is: if the ghost of the murdered Apsyrtus would take revenge and reassemble the Colchians in one way or other, the Greeks would have no chance. Thus, it is logical that Jason would have performed the µασχαλισµός in order to hold off the revenge of Apsyrtus' ghost. If the victim could still come to take vengeance, there would have been no purpose to the murder.
Against the appeasement motive
In addition, various factors plead against the application of the appeasement motive. Each of the three following observations confirms the same crucial point, that Jason is unclean after verses 477-479 and he and Medea are not purified. This is totally at odds with the appeasement motive. Briefly, Jason still needs to be purified, he gives evidence of the qualities of a defiled person typical to Greek religion, and the µασχαλισµός is followed by a second defilement.
. Postponed purification
In verses IV, 557-561 (after the µασχαλισµός passage), Zeus addresses the Argonauts: "When the tall body of Apsyrtos crashed to the ground in death, Zeus himself, the king of the gods, was no doubt seized by anger at what they had done. He devised that they [the Argonauts] should be cleansed of the blood of the murder by the skill of Aiaian Kirke, and return home after enduring numberless sufferings. None of the heroes knew this […]". Shortly after this passage the fearful Argonauts are advised by the talking mast of the Argo: "[the voice] said that they could not escape from their suffering on the vast ocean and the terrible storms until Kirke had cleansed them from the pitiless murder of Apsyrtos" (IV, 585b-588a). It is emphasized twice that Jason cum suis still need to be cleansed, and the blood guilt still stains them. Thus it is clear that Jason and Medea are as yet impure after the mutilation.
These two passages are not just gap fillers by Apollonius. He clearly points this out by actively describing the cleansing by Circe a few lines later. Apollonius pays a great deal of attention to the purification of Jason and Medea, in one of the most remarkable scenes of the epic. He devotes nearly one hundred verses to the episode, which contains many magical elements (IV, 659-752). It is worth mentioning that a purification ritual like the one described in this passage does not appear anywhere in the Homeric epics. One gets the impression that Homer actually avoids the rendering of such primitive, bloody religious customs 48 , while Apollonius the scholar seizes the occasion to include such a rare episode. It would be strange if he would cut the ground from under his own feet by referring shortly and very obscurely to the theme of the magical appeasement ritual before this passage, with the µασχαλισµός. The cleansing itself does not need to be dwelt on, it is sufficient for this argument to know that it occurs. Precisely by its extensive and explicit presence in the text, the purification episode proves that no similar event has occurred before.
In Shortly after the µασχαλισµός passage, the reader is notified twice by a divine speaker of the defiled status of Jason and Medea. Purification seems necessary, and comes in the passage with Circe, together with an appeasement sacrifice. It seems clear that such a thorough cleansing and reconciliation would be illogical if Jason had already atoned for the murder by disfiguring Apsyrtus.
Protagonists in the background
It is also striking that, between the death of Apsyrtus and the purification by Circe, Jason and Medea hardly appear in the story. Once they have rejoined the Argo sailors after the murder, it is mentioned only briefly that Medea joins the deliberating men (IV, 493b-494a). Her name is not even mentioned, she is but a κούρη. From then on, she is consequently ignored until she steps into the limelight again in verse 689 (Κολχίδα κούρην). Here too her name goes unmentioned and is not spoken again until verse 815, after the purification with Circe.
Jason too, although leader of the Argonauts, is strikingly absent. After the murder of Apsyrtus it is not him, but Peleus who immediately makes the decisions (IV, 494b). It is also Peleus who sets out the further plans (IV, 495-503), and generally the 'young men' who agree (νέοι, IV, 503). Jason disappears anonymously into the group. The only time he appears again is where the past is concerned in IV, 527-536. Even there he is not referred to nominatim, as only his patronymic Αἰσονίδῃ is mentioned (IV, 530). Then, after Peleus' sudden assumption of leadership, actions are taken among others by Polydeuces and Castor (IV, 588-596), but remarkably never by Jason, the actual captain of the expedition. The first action which Jason himself performs is planting his sword in the ground in Circe's house as a sign that it needs to be purified.
Nonetheless, there are enough occasions for Apollonius to involve Medea as well as Jason in the story between the µασχαλισµός and the purification with Circe. For example, when he shortly introduces the sorceress Circe (IV, 590b-591), he could have said that she is Medea's aunt, as in Hellenism both magicians were closely associated with one another 50 . Likewise, when Apollonius renders the regulations of Zeus and the mast of the Argo, that Jason and Medea need to be cleansed, it would have been normal and obvious to mention them at that point. Yet, he deliberately leaves them out of the narrative. This silence is so striking that it seems practically impossible that the poet would use it without a good reason. The blatant absence of Jason and Medea could well be an indication of the fact that they are still defiled.
Robert Parker, who has examined defilement and purification in Greek religion, leaves no doubt about the status of the stained person: "That the blood of his victim clings to the hand of a murderer, and, until cleansed, demands his seclusion from society, is a belief attested in a bewildering variety of literary, oratorical, historical, mythographical, and pictorial sources" 51 . The µίασµα, the ἄγος, which clings to the murderer, is contagious. Applying this view to this passage, it immediately becomes clear why Apollonius puts Jason and Medea, both responsible for Apsyrtus' death, aside: the stain of the murder still sticks to them, and so they are both taboo. As long as the blood guilt clings to them, they may not actively participate or even speak 52 . After the purification with Circe, Jason and Medea regain their active roles, suggesting that the atonement of the murder does not occur with the mutilation. Again the appeasement motive does not hold. 
Double ἄγος
Supposing that Jason would disfigure Apsyrtus in order to cleanse himself and rid himself of the stain, it would be strange if immediately after that ritual another contamination would follow. Nevertheless, this is what happens, as IV, 480-481 reads: ὑγρὸν δ' ἐν γαίῃ κρύψεν νέκυν, ἔνθ' ἔτι νῦν περ | κείαται ὀστέα κεῖνα µετ' Ἀψυρτεῦσιν -"he buried the corpse in the ground while it was still fresh; to this day those bones lie among the Apsyrteis". This description must be compared to Apollonius' very explicit comment on the funeral rituals of the Colchians, that it is not proper for them to bury the dead in the earth (cf. III, 202-209).
For Apsyrtus to be buried according to the customs of his people, he should have been hung from a tree. Jason, however, is portrayed putting the Colchian captain under the ground without further ado (for the corpse is still humid, ὑγρόν!), "unter Nichtbeachtung der kolchischen Luft-/ Baum-/ Fellbestattung" 53 . According to Colchian belief such a funeral is a serious guilt: ἄγος Κόλχοισιν (III, 203) 54 . Thus, it would be illogical for Jason to first avert an ἄγος only to create a new one immediately afterwards.
Therefore, this burial adds to the evidence against the appeasement motive, but the reader can ask why Jason buries the corpse. After all, he could just leave the body be. It is highly plausible that Jason wanted to humiliate Apsyrtus post mortem by this burial, especially since in combination with a burial against Colchian customs, the µασχαλισµός forms "an absolute inversion of proper funerary rites" 55 . Thus, Apsyrtus is deprived of his καλὸς θάνατος. Furthermore, it seems that a psychological motive is also in play here which supports the vengeance motive. Instinctively, Jason wants to get rid of his victim as soon as possible. In some sort of magical reflex 56 , the murderer wants to remove the corpse of his enemy and to get it out of his sight. In the words of Sarah Johnston, "The swiftness of burial reflects not only the obvious need to remove a decomposing corpse quickly but the perception that the individual no longer belonged amongst the living" 57 . Jason wants to remove Apsyrtus from the surroundings and send him quickly to the underworld, to feel more secure. By executing this form of burial, Jason gains additional protection from the 53 DRÄGER, o.c. (n. 31), p. 41. 54 One cannot suggest that Jason was unaware of this form of burial. For it is him who walked across the Plain of Circe, where the bodies of the Colchian men were hanging in the trees (III, 198b-200)! Jason knowingly does not comply to these Colchian practices, and buries Apsyrtus in a shameful manner. 55 
Conclusion
A contextual study of IV, 477-479 has supported the interpretation that Jason killed Apsyrtus in a cunning way, and prior to burying him against the custom of his people, he cut the corpse into pieces, not to atone for the murder but to avoid the victim's revenge. Through their striking absence in the ensuing narrative, Jason and Medea are presented as still being defiled. It is only after the purification with Circe that they become clean again and return to participate in the actions, and only then is the murder truly appeased.
It seems clear that Apollonius does not intend to suggest the appeasement motive. The presence of the two words which may contradict this conclusion, ἱλάεσθαι and ἐξάργµατα, may be explained otherwise in light of the context. Therefore, Jason cuts Apsyrtus' corpse into pieces not in order to make an atonement sacrifice, but to escape the latter's revenge. Moreover, the motive of humiliation still has a part to play, as Apsyrtus is clearly denied a καλὸς θάνατος.
Until now, Apollonius has been traditionally considered the starting point of the appeasement motive. All secondary sources which argue for this motive derived from the Hellenistic poet. However, in the Argonautica passage a motive of averting revenge is in fact more likely, and it appears that the lexicographers, glossators and scholiasts interpreted Apollonius incorrectly 58 . Therefore, it seems that this one short passage from the Argonautica was responsible for the development of a sidetrack in ancient and modern reflections on the phenomenon of the µασχαλισµός.
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